resources. Rather, very wisely and practically, the FCC’s focus 1s “basic monthly service” and,

therefore, dirccted this discount 1o the lowest tariffcd or lowest cherwise generally available
ratc,  Again, because the FCC said clearly it is the lowest rate, either tanff or. otherwise-
generally available, the Order ignores the plain meahing and clonflicls with the FCC Rule.

11. The Order’s requirement is also illogical due to the fact that ETCs are not allcl;ﬁed
to charge Lifeline customers a deposit if the customer has elected toll blocking. 47 CFR
§54.401(c). The no deposit requirément is again consistent with the FCC’s recognition that it
would be inappropriale 10 encourage low income people to buy the most expensive service plan.
If the Order’s rewrite of the Lifeline rule was correct then the Lifeline customer would not only
be incented to overspend his limited resources by obtaining a discount from such higher rated
plans, but would be further incented to do so because no deposit could be required. This result is
a disservice not only to the low income customer, but also to the ETC. The result would leave the
ETC without any security and very inadequate subsidy from ETC funds for the most cxpensivé
service packages. The FCC recognized this illogical and impractical result and tied the Lifeline
discount and therefore the no deposit rule to only the lowest rate available, the basic plan.

12.  Alltel is currently certified as an ETC in more than 25 jurisdictions, including the
Pine Ridge Indian reservation. The Order is the only attempt by any of these jurisdictions to
expand the applicability of the Lifeline discount to all rates, rather than the lowest rate. The
Kansas ETC Lifeline requirement should be modified consistent with this petition and the FCC
Rule.

WHEREFORE, Alltel respectfully request the Commission reconsider the Order and

modify it as provided above.

K E R |




Respectfully submilied this 20th day of October, 2006, ‘

Mark P. Johnson KS#22289
Matthew Faul KS#22413
Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal LLP
4520 Main Street, Suite 1100

Kansas City, Missoun 64111

(816) 460-2400 (Telephone)

(816) 531-7545 (Facsimile)
mjohnson@sonnenschein.com
mfaul@sonnenschein.com
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Certificate of Mailing

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing was
served via U.S. mail, First-Class, postage prepaid on each of the following parties on this
20th day of Oclober, 2006: , ‘

Bill Ashburn, Vice President-External Affairs .
Alltel Communications, Inc.

1440 M Street

P.O. Box 81309 (68501-1309)

Lincoln, NE 68508

Rohan Ranaraja

Alltel Communications, Inc.
1269-B5FO4-LI:

One Allied Drive

Little Rock, AR 72202-2177

Cindy J. Manheim, Regulatory Counsel
Cingular Wireless

Regulatory Response Teamn

P.O. Box 3611

Bothell, WA 98073-9761

C. Steven Rarrick, Attorney
Citizens’ Utility Ratepayer Board
15060 SW Amrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66604

David Springe, Consumer Counsel
Citizens’ Utility Ratepayer Board
1500 SW Arrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66604

Thomas E. Gleason, Attorney
Gleason & Doty, Chartered
P.O.Box 6

Lawrence, KS 66044-0006

James M. Caplinger, Atlorney
James M. Caphinger, Chartered
823 W 10th Street

Topeka, KS 66612
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Mark E. Caplinger, Attorney

James M. Caplinger, Chartered
823 W 10th Street ‘
Topeka, KS 66612

James M. Caplinger, Jr,, Attomey
James M. Caplinger, Chartered
823 W 10th Street

Topeka, KS 66612

Eva Powers, Assistant General Counsel
Kansas Corporation Commission

1500 SW Arrowhead Road

Topeka, KS 66604-4027

Glenda Cafer, Attorney

New Cingular Wireless PCS, L1.C
c/o Cafer Law Offices, LLC

2921 SW Wanamaker Drive #101
Topeka, KS 66614

Johnie Johnson

Nex-Tech Wireless, L.L.C
d/b/a Nex-Tech Wireless, LL.C
2418 Vine Street

Hays, KS 67601

Stephanie Cassioppi

Ohio RSA #1 Limited Partnership
d/b/a Kansas RSA #15 / US Cellular
8410 Bryn Mawr

Chicago, 1L 60631

Elizabeth Kohler, Vice President, Legal Services
Rural Cellular Corporation

d/b/a Cellular One

Water Tower Hill

302 Mountain View Drive, Suite 200
Colchester, VT 05446

Bruce A. Ney, Attorney

Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. d/b/a SBC
220 East Sixth Street

Topeka, KS 66603
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Timothy S. Pickering, General Counsel
Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. d/b/a SBC

220 East Sixth Street

Topeka, KS 66603

Melanie N. McIntyre, Attorney _
Southwestemn Bell Telephone Co. D/B/A SBC
220 East Sixth Streel, Room 500

Topeka, KS 66603 '

Diane C. Browning, Attorney

Sprint Communications Company L.P.
KSOPHNO0212-2A411

6450 Sprint Pkwy

Overland Park, KS 66251

Kenneth A. Schifman, Attorney

Sprint Communications Company L.P.
MS: KSOPHNO0212-2A303

6450 Sprint Parkway

Overland Park, KS 66251

Attorney for Alltel Kansas Limited Partnership
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VERIFICATION

STATE OF MISSOUR] )

Ss.
COUNTY OF JACKSON )

Comes now Maltthew Faﬁl, being of lawful age and duly swom, who swears and
affirms that he is an attorney for Alltel Kansas Limited Partnership, that he is authorized

to verify the foregoing on behalf of Alltel Kansas Limited Partnership, and that the

foregoing is true and accurate to the best of his knowledge and belief.

P

Mafthew Faul

Subscribed and swom to before me this 20th dﬁ;ﬁ' \_Oct(?y, 26?09.(3. .
Aoy 7. ’ (Lo,

Notary Public

Further Affiant sayeth not.

My commission expires:

ERIN E. MILLER
Notary Public - Notary Seal
STATE OF MISSOURI
Jackson County .
My Commission Expires: June 29, 2007/ :
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THE STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION '
OF THE STATE OF KANSAS

Before Commissioners: Brian J. Moline, Chair
Robert E. Krehbiel
Michael C. Moffet

In the Matter of a General Investigation ) Docket No. 06-GIMT-446-GIT
Addressing Requirements for Designation of )
Eligible Telecommunications Carriers. )

ORDER ADDRESSING PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION
The above-éaptibned matter comes before the State Corporation Commission of the State
of Kansas (“Commission”). Having reviewed its files and records and being fully a&ﬁsed in the
premises, the Commission finds as follows:

1. Background

1. On October 2, 2006, the Commission issued its Order Adopting Requirements for |
Designation of Eligible Telecommunications Carriers. Sprint Nextel Corporation (Sprint) filed
its Petition for Reconsideration on October 19, 2006. RCC Minnesota, Inc., USCOC of
Nebraéka/l(ansas 1.1.C (RCC and USOCC) and Allte} Kansas Limited Partnership (Alltel) filed
their Petitions for Reconsideration on Friday, October 20, 2006. |

2. Sprint requested reconsideration of the following four requirements: that
competitive telecommunications carriers (CETC) include language in all their advertising on
their obligation to provide universal service and contact information for the Commission’s Office
of Public Affairs and Consumer Protection; that CETCs that do not provide unlimited local usage
must offer free per minute blocking of local usage to Lifeline customers; that wireless eligible
telecommunications carriers (ETC) must offer at least one calling plan withoul a termination fee;

and, that ETCs must allow ].ifeline customers to choose a plan.




3. Alliel requested reconsideration of the advertisement requirement and the

requirement 1o allow Lifeline customers to choose a plan.

4, RCC and USCOC requested reconsideration cﬁ' the toll blocking requirement and
the requirement that wireless ETCs offer a calling plan wilhbut a termination fee. Additionally,
RCC and USCOC argued that service quality irﬁprovement plans should apply to all ETCsh;dnd
that the Commission should address, in this docket, the applicability to wireless E1Cs éf the
billing practice standards being co'n;sidered‘in Docket No. 06-GIMT-187-GIT.

5. On November ], 2007, the Commission’s staff (Staff) filed its response to the
Petitions for Reconsideration. Staff addressed the issues raised in the Petitions for
Reconsideration and provided its recommendation to the Commission on how to address those
issues.

II. Advertising Requirement

6. In its Order, the Commission concluded that CETCs must provide information in
all of their advertisements in the ETC areas they serve explaining the CETCs’ universal service
obligations. Within 90 days of the Commission’s order, CETCs must provide the language to
Staff for review so that the language can be included in advertising. CETCs were also required
to include in their advertising the contact information for the Commission’s Office of Public |
Affairs and Consumer Frotection. |

7. Sprint and Alltel request reconsideration of this 1ssue. Sprint argues that the
Commission’s advertising requirements, when applied to wireless carriers, violates the
prohibition in state law against regulating such carriers.' Sprint claims that K.S.A. 66-104a(c)

and K.S.A. 66-1,143(b), which state that wireless carriers “shall not be subject to the jurisdiction,

" Sprint Petition at §6.
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[, The Commission agrees that it does not have authority o impose regulation on

wireless carriers as such, but that is not the issue presented here. The Commission is imposing

b

advertising requirements on all CETCs, some of which are wireless carriers. The Commission
has in prior dockets addressed the question of whether the Commission has authorily 10 impose
requirements on ETCs that are wireless carriers and has consistently concluded that it does. In

Docket 00-GIMT-584-GIT, the Commission said the following about the issue:

Conditioning receipt of state universal service support on non-
discriminatory requirements on all ETCs related to the provision
of universal service would not be an unlawfu} exercise of
jurisdiction over radio common carriers. Radio common carriers
would obviously be free to decide whether they are prepared to
comply with any such conditions or to abstain from receiving

su pport'.s

Sprint raised the issue again in Docket No. 05-GIMT-187-GIT. Again, the Commission
concluded that it has jurisdiction to impose conditions such as these advertising requirements in

the context of ETC designation. In response to Sprint’s arguments in that case, the Commission

said the following:

Sprint may be arguing that the jurisdictional discussion in the 584
Docket was dicta, and, given further determinations below, Sprint
may hold a similar interpretation of this order in the future.
Regardless, the Commission made a legal determination therein
which was unchallenged. The Commission again reaffirms that it
is consistently holding to that legal determination and, until it is
presented with clear and controlling authority to the contrary -
something Sprint has failed to produce in this docket — the
Commission determines that it has the jurisdiction to impose
quality of service standards on wireless ETC carriers as a
condition to the distribution of KUSF funds in addition to the
ETC designation. If a wireless carrier makes the decision to avail
itself of the benefit of universal service funds, that carrier also
subjects 1tself to commission jurisdiction which is based on the

® In the Matier of a General investigation into Quality of Service Standards 1o Determine whether a Uniform Set of
Standards Can be Applied to all Eligible Telecommunications Carriers. Docket No. 40-GIMT-568-GIT (584
Docket). Order 3. Addressing Junsdiction, issued Mayv 5. 2005,




Commission’s duty (o effectively and reasonably carry out its o
. L. g
duties under federal and state statutory provisions.

12, While these earlier dockets were focused on quality of service, the rationale is the
same. The Commission has consistently held that it has jurisdiction over wireless ETCs in their
capacity as an ETC. Neither Sprint nor Alltel has pointed to any “clear and controlling
authority” that justifies a departure from this Commission’s prior holdings on the issue. A
wireless carrier that submits to the jurisdiction of this Commission for the purpose of ETC
designation is subject to the conditions imposed by the Commission in order to be designated as
an ETC.

13.  Beyond the jurisdictional arguments, Sprint complains that the Commission’s
requirements that ETCs advertise their universal service obligations and include contact
information for the Commission’s Office of Public Affairs and Consumer Protection is
inconsistent with the FCC’s universal service rules. Those rules require carriers to advertise the
availability and charges for universal services using media of general distribution.'® Sprint
appears to agree that the Commission has authority to require a carrier to advertise its “universal
service obligations,” but states it is unclear which “‘universal service obligations” are at issue."”
Regardless, Sprint states that requiring the Commission’s contact information does conflict with
the FCC rules because the FCC has not “construed the federal advertising re.qﬁirement as
extending beyond the obligation to advertise the avajlability of and charges for the supported

!,I2

services.

¥ In the Maiter of General Investigation into Modification of the Quality of Service Standards, Docket No. 05-
GIMT-187-GIT (187 Docket), Order on Maotions of Sprint. SWBT, and COX issued March 7, 2006.

" See, 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(1)(B) and 47 C.F.R. § 54.201(d)(2)

" Sprint Petition al §14.

2 Sprint Petition at 914,

i




14, Staff argues that the advertising requirements simply ensure compliance with 47

U.S.C. § 214(e)(1), which requires E'1Cs to offer universal services and o advertise those

scrvices and charges.” In addition, Staff states that lhé adve-rtising requirements ensure that

customers know what 10 expecl from CETCs and further enéurc that the designation as an ETC is
in the public interest.'"* Staff states that the requiremnents are consistent with the FCC’s rule;; but
that the Commission is not obligated to mirror those rules. Staff cites the FCC’s March 17, 2005

Report and Order" which states that state commissions are “well-equipped to determine their

own ETC eligibility requirements.”"®

15. 47 U.K8.C. § 214(e)2) delegates to the state commissions the authority to
designate a carrier as an ETC. That seclion requires the state commission to find that the

designation is in the public interest and that the requirements of 47 U.S.C. § 214(¢)(1) are met.

Those requirements are to:

(A) offer the services that are supported by Federal universal
service support mechanisms under section 254(c) [47 USCS §
254(c)], either using its own facilities or a combination of its own
facilities and resale of another carrier’s services {including the
services offered by another eligible telecommunications carrier,
and

(B) advertise the availability of such services and the charges
therefore using media of general distribution.

The Commission views the requirement that CETCs include language regarding their universal
service obligation in their advertising as merely a mechanism to ensure the requirements of
254(e)(1) are met. The Commission agrees with Staff that the requirement (o include the contact

information for the Office of Public Affairs and Consumer Protection simply ensures that

" Staff Response at §7.

" Staff Response at 6.
" 15 the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45, Report and Order, Rel,

March 17, 2005 (March 17, 2005 Report and Order)
' Staff Response at § 7 citing March 17, 2005 Reporr and Order a6

{




i s

customers know where 10 lurn with questions and complaints, i requirement that will help ensure
designation of an ETC is in the public interest. The Commission concludes that the advertising
requirements are consistent with the FCC’s rules. Additionally, to the extent Sprint views these
requirements as going beyond the federal requirements, the FCC, as explained by Staff, has
delermined that state Commissions are in the best position to determine their own eligibility
requirements.

16.  Sprint argues that the advertising rules are inconsistent with the FCC’s rules
because they are not compelitively neutral because they only apply to CETCs and not incumbent
ETCs. Sprint claims this puts CETC at a disadvantage because they will have to médify their
national advertising campaigns whereas incumbent ETCs will not."”” Alltel also argues that the
advertising requirements should be applied to ﬁll ETCs, not just CETCs."

17.  Staff expiains that the application of the rules to CETCs is necessary because
CETCs do not have directories.'® The Commission agrees. Incumbent ETCs have directories
with contact information for the Commission. As expjained by Staff, customers of the
incumbﬁnt ETCs are generally aware of the obligations to provide services and can obtain

contact information for the Commission if consumers have questions or complaints with the

“services provided. Providing information about services and the Commission’s contact

information will ensure that a CETC’s customers have the same information avaifable to
customers of incumbent ETCs. As discussed below, the Commission will reconsider it order
reparding advertising to ameliorate concerns Sprint and Alitel have concerning the obligation

CETCs have to modify national advertising campaigns.

" Sprint Petition a1 {16.
'* Alite! Petition at 7.
" Staff Response at 8.

-




L8 Sprint claims the advertising requirements amount to an unfunded mandate. 47

U.S.C. § 254(f) provides as follows:

A State may adopt regulations to provide for additional

definitions and standards to preserve and advance universal

service within that State only to the extent that such regulations

adopt additional specific, predictable, and sufficient mechanisms

to support such definitions or standards that do not rely on or

burden Federal universal service support mechanisms.
Sprint argues that the advertising requirernents violate this provision by placing an additional
burden on CETCs without providing support to defray the costs of implemenﬁng the |
reqi,lirements.20

19.  The Commission does not view these advertising requirements as a burden on
“Federal universal service support mechanisms” in any way. As Staff states, the new rules are
simply a cost of doing business and a necessary requirement if a company is seeking universal
service support.z' If additional costs are incurred, they are the costs necessary to meet the
requirements of meeting eligibility requirements and can be recovered in the ETCs’ rates.

20.  Sprint states the advertising requirements are vague by not detailing the services
that must be advertised.”? Sprint also argues that the Commission’s order improperly delegated
the job of determining the proper wording of the advertisements to Staff.

21, The Commissioh is confidenlt that Staff and the CETCs can work together 1o
develop language that is clear and satisfies the advertising requirement. As explained by Staff,
Alltel, RCC and USCOC, and other companies have been able to work with Staff to comply with

the advertising requirements in their individual ETC designation dockets.” Finally the

Commission does not view its directive (o work with Staff as a delegation of power. If Sprint

a Sprint Petition at §J17.
*' Staff Response at §8.
“2 Sprimt Petition at §19.
* S1aff Response at 9 9.
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telecommunications bills.” Staff argues that the per minute blacking requirement is cansistent

with the FCC's requirement that ETCs block toll in order to increase the likelihood that Lifeline
customers remain on the telecommunications network.™® Staff states that requiring optional per
minute blocking is critical when a carrier does not offer a Lifeline customer a choice in plans.
Staff notes that Sprint has requested reconsideration of the requirement in the Order that carriers
offer Lifeline customers a choice in plans.”’

30. Sprint argues that the per miﬁute toll blocking requirement amounts to an
impermissible regulation of interstate services. Sprint argues that the interstate and intrastate
portions of its plan are.inseparablc; therefore, the Commission cannot regulate those 'offn:rings,.:'8
Sprint cites to a Colorado Federal District Court opinion for support of its position that wireless
carriers cannot separate intrastate and interstate services.”

31.  Finally, RCC and USCOC voice concern that compliance with this requirement
will be difficult, if not impossible. RCC and USCOC state they do not currently offer an
unlimited Jocal usage option, so it is exploring compliance with the requirement to offer optional
per minute blocking. RCC and USCOC state that it is uncertain at this time whether such an
option is achievabie.*®

32.  Staff maintained its support for the optional per minute blocking requirement,
stating that the requirement has merit. However, Staff states thal additional information is

required before the Commission affirms its decision.”

* Staff Response at §12.

* Staff Response at § 12.

7 Staff Response at §14.

*® Sprint at §32.

* Sprint Petition at§ 33 citing to WWC Holding Company, Inc. v. Sopkin, 420 F. Sup. 2d 1186, 1197 (D. Colo.
2006).

*' RCC and USCOC Peition at q6.

* S1aff Response at g 14.
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be a requirement. Given that decision, the request to reconsider the requirement 1o advertse a

plan without a termination fee is moot.

V. Allowing Lifeline Customers a Choice in Plans.

41.  The Commission found that ali ETCs shall aliow Lifeline customers 1o sefect a
plan and have the Lifeline discount applied to that plan. Most of the parties filing comments
supported such a finding.”> RCC and USCOC stated it is its practice to allow Lifeline customers
(0 sclect a plan and then apply the discount to that plan.” Sprint and Alltel now seck
reconsideration of this part of the Compmission’s Order.

42.  Sprint and Alltel both argue that the requirement that Lifeline customers be
allowed a choice of plans conflicts with the FCC’s rules. The rule atissue is 47 CFR. §
54.403(b), the relevant language of which slates as follows:

Other eligible telecommunications carriers shall apply the Tier-

One federal Lifeline support amount, plus any additional support

amount to reduce their lowest tariffed (or otherwise generally

available) residential rate for the services ..., and charge Lifeline

customers the resulting amount.
In its Order, the Commission agreed with Staff’s interpretation that the “or otherwise gencrally
available” language means that Lifeline support should be applied to plans other than the jowest
tariffed residentia) rate.** Sprint and Alltel now argue that the parenthetical language is there
because cenain carriers do not have tariffed rates. They argue that the language was meant to

ensure that Lifeline customers were enrolled in the “lowest tariffed” or “lowest generally

. ) . : 55
available” residential rate.

2 Order al g 64.

3 Order 20§64, RCC and USCO Comments a1 J572.
M Order al qi66.

a Sprint Petition a1 32, Alhe! Peonion a1 9.




43, Sprntargues thit the Commission’s interpretation of the rule confhiets with the
purpose of Lifeline and Link-Up by requiring ETCs to make higher-cost plans available to
customers.™® Likewise, Alliel claims that the Commission’s decision on this issue will provide
an incenlive (0 Jow income customers (o spend limited resources on high cost plans.”’

44, Staff maintains that the Commiséion’s interpretation of 47 C.F.R. § 54.403(b) is
correct. As support for this interpretation, Staff points to language in the FCC’s Universal
Service Order™ stating that “universal scrvice; principies may not be realized if low-income
support is provided for service inferior to that supported for other subscribers.”

45. Staff states that even if Alltel’s and Sprint’s interpretation of the rule is correct,
the rule does not preclude the Commission from expanding the requirement.*® Staff notes that
expanding the requirement does not increase the burden on ETCs, pointing.our that ETCs still
maintain the ability to discontinue service to Lifeline customers that do not pay for services.

46. Finally, Allte] states that the Commission is the first in the many jurisdictions it
operates to expand the applicability of Lifeline support beyond the lowest rate plan.®' However,
Staff is aware of at least one jurisdiction, Utah, which requires ETCs 1o allow Lifeline customers
to choose any plan.®*

47. The Commuission will not reconsider its order directing ETCs to allow Lifeline
customers to select which plan to apply the Lifeline discount. The Commission believes it is the

public interest 1o ensure that Lifeline customers are not limited to one plan. The Commission

notes that other carriers participating in this docket do provide a choice of plans to Lifeline

ﬂ(’ Sprint Petition a1 53.

*" Allte] Petition at 1 1.

* In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universa) Service. CC Docket No. 96-45. Report and Order. Rel.
May 8, 1997, (Universal Service Order).

* Staff Respanse at §18 citing Universal Service Order at§ 28.

% Siaff Response at § 20.

¢ Allel Petition at §21.

¢ S1aff Response at 419, citing te Utah Administrative Rule R746-34 (.
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standards and reporting requirements that are not applicable to all CETCs. Those standards and

reporting requirements allow the Commission 1o monilor the service quality of incumbent ETCs
in a manner that ensures quality service. Exempting incumbent ETCs from the requirement to
file the quality improvement plans is justified.

VII._Applicability of Billing Standards

5% The Commission stated it its Order that while wireless carriers that seek ETC
status avail themselves of the Commission’s jurisdiction for the purpose of obtaining ETC
designation, the Commission has yet to determine whether wireless ETCs will be required to
comply with the billing standards.”® The Commission is currently considering revisions to the
billing standards in Docket No. 06-GIMT-187-GIT (docket 06-187). Several parties to this
docket recommended that the billing standards be applied to wireless ETCs. Alltel, RCC and
USCOC, and Sprint argued that wireless ETCs should not be required to comply with state
billing standards.” The Commission found that it would be premature to determine thlher 10
apply the billing standards to wireless E1C before the Commission has the benefit of considering
the result of the parties’ efforts in doc_ket 06-187. RCC and USCOC seek reconsideration of the
Commission’s determination to consider applicability to wireless ETCs of the billing standards
in docket 06-187.

52. RCC and USCOC state that while they are participating through the filing of
comments and attending workshops in docket 06-187, the applicability of the standards to

wireless carriers has not yet been addressed.”’ RCC and USCOC lack confidence that the issue

* Order at §17.
" Order at§13.
' RCC and USCOC Petition at §22




will be sufficicntly addressed in docket 06-187, and argue that the current dockelt is the.best

venue for a determination.’”

53.  Staff agreed that RCC and USCOC arelpanicilpating in docket 06-187 and
acknowledged that the issue of applicability of the standards to wireless ETC has not been
addressed. Staft stated that the parties to that docket are determining what issues can be agféed
to and what issues will need to be presented to the Commission for decision.”” Staff stated that
to the extent agreement is not reached on standards and on which providers the standards shouid
apply to, a procedural schedule will need to be established to address those issues.”* Staff
supported the Commission’s decision to defer to docket 06-187, stating that it is premature to
decide whether standards that are not yet determined should apply to wireless ETCs.

54. The Commission will not reconsider whether to address the applicability of the
billing standards in this docket. As the Commission said in its Order, it would be premature 1o
decide applicability. Partics are currently reviewing the billing standards and are working to
determine whether agreement can be reached on standards. The better process is to determine

applicability to wireiess ETCs in the docket opened to review the billing standards rather than in

this proceeding.

VIII. Summary of Decisions

55.  Onthe issue of the advertising requirements, the Commission grams
reconsideration as follows: The advertising requirements are to be applied only to print

advertising that is designed to reach those customers in a CETC’s designated service area. If a

™ RCC and USCOC Petition at 423
f" Staff Response a1 125,
" Staff Response at 925




